This article develops empirically based guidelines to assist managers in selecting or modifying package designs for achieving desired consumer responses. Seven studies identify the key types of package designs, including the factors that differentiate those package designs, and determine how these holistic designs are related to consumer brand impressions. The selection of package designs can be simplified with the use of five holistic types: massive, contrasting, natural, delicate, and nondescript designs. Sincere brands should have natural package designs, exciting brands should have contrasting designs, competent brands should have delicate designs, sophisticated brands should have natural or delicate designs, and rugged brands should have contrasting or massive designs. The authors discuss the potential trade-offs among the impressions created by holistic design types and illustrate their findings with numerous real packages.
P
ackage design involves several considerations ranging from protecting package contents to articulating and communicating desired brand impressions. Because of this wide range, package design is a broad term spanning engineered functional attributes (e.g., ergonomics, durability, recyclability) and a package's visual attributes (Bloch 1995) . Although we do not want to minimize the importance of other characteristics, the focus of this article is on design elements that create a package's visual appearance. This appearance is often an integral part of a brand's image, such as the hourglass shape of the Coca-Cola bottle and its logo in Spencerian type or the round-shouldered Bordeaux-style wine bottles that bear ornate labels and flourish typography.
Following Bloch (1995) and Gestalt psychologists (Koffka 1922; Wertheimer 1925), we define "package design" as the various elements chosen and blended into a holistic design to achieve a particular sensory effect. Designers choose design elements, decide how to mix them, and determine the desired level of congruity among them (Lawson 1983) . For example, the design of the trademark Coca-Cola bottle includes the fluted surface with parallel vertical grooves, the hourglass shape, the greenish-hued glass, and the iconic Spencerian script spelling "Coca-Cola" on the face of the bottle. Similarly, the design of a Bordeaux-style wine bottle may include a slender bottle silhouette, an ornate label with elaborate typography, and a natural color scheme. In both cases, the overall effect of the package comes not from any individual element but rather from the gestalt of all elements working together as a holistic design.
A significant body of research attests to the importance that managers and scholars attach to package design (e.g., Bloch 1995; Garber, Burke, and Jones 2000; Hertenstein, Platt, and Veryzer 2005; Rettie and Bruwer 2000; Schoormans and Robben 1997) . Taken together, the results suggest that package design is an extremely influential medium because of its pervasive impact on purchasers, its presence at the crucial moment when the purchase decision is made, and consumers' high level of involvement when they actively scan packages in their decision making. Of special interest for this research is package design's ability to assist in building strong brands by distinguishing offerings and by evoking favorable consumer impressions (Berkowitz 1987; Bloch 1995; Henderson et al. 2003; Schmitt and Simonson 1995) . This ability to create and convey brand impressions has been studied by academics only recently (Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004; Underwood 2003) . However, although extant research has demonstrated that package design can have a powerful impact on consumer response, it has provided only scant guidance to managers in selecting package design for creating desired responses.
Specifically, there are two major gaps in the knowledge. First, little research examining generalizable, holistic designs and their underlying factors exists. Identifying these archetypes, prototypes, or standards will substantially improve the understanding of package design, just as categorizing the vast number of individual traits into the "Big Five" traits facilitates the understanding of human personality. For example, numerous product categories include package designs that appear massive, natural, or delicate, at least relative to one another. Many consumer goods packages-from wine bottles and fragrances to cereals, detergents, and even products such as footwear or MP3 players-could all be differentiated according to these groupings. However, there appears to be a lack of meaning-ful guidelines to assist design stakeholders in creating holistic designs.
The second knowledge gap is related to the responses evoked by any given holistic design. A lack of insight into the relationships between key types of package designs and generic dimensions of consumer response leads to inefficiencies in achieving brand management objectives and leaves managers and designers in the dark in terms of what design to use to stimulate desired responses. To leverage design, companies need guidelines for achieving brand management goals, or at least a taxonomy of design types to help them consider the range of design options and resultant messages available to them. We are not suggesting that managers should design. Instead, by identifying prototypical package designs and their relationships to generic response dimensions, we allow managers to communicate better with designers and to provide designers with the structure they need to maximize their creativity.
To develop guidelines that address the previously outlined gaps, we begin by identifying design elements and factors that are important to and are used by designers in differentiating package designs. Next, we examine brand management literature to identify what types of responses managers desire. On the basis of these literature reviews and empirical assessments, we develop a series of studies to address two fundamental questions: (1) What are the key types of holistic package designs, including their differentiating design factors? and (2) How are these holistic package designs related to generalizable brand impressions?
Package Design Literature
There is both theoretical and empirical support for generalizable, prototypical, holistic package designs and their relationship to generalizable response dimensions. First, drawing from Gestalt psychology (Koffka 1922; Wertheimer 1925) and work on nonconscious preference formation (Kunst-Wilson and Zajonc 1980; Lewicki 1986 ), classification (Berlyne 1971) , and type (Pepper 1949) , current design processing theory suggests that specific design elements are perceived and organized into more complex components (Veryzer 1999) . Second, several studies have directly explored fundamental factors that capture differences among key types of designs (Henderson and Cote 1998; Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) . Third, a significant amount of literature attests to package design's ability to generate a variety of impressions (e.g., Aaker 1991; Batra and Homer 2004; Batra, Lehmann, and Singh 1993; Keller 1993; Schmitt and Simonson 1995; Underwood 2003; Underwood and Klein 2002; Underwood and Ozanne 1998) . Thus, we put forward the idea of generalizable holistic package designs, which are systematically related to generalizable brand impressions. Next, we review the supporting literature in greater detail.
Gestalt Psychology and the Part-Whole Distinction
Two features of the Gestalt psychology research on part versus whole perceptions are relevant to our work on holistic design types. First, the general idea of part-whole perceptual differences was one of the pioneering contributions of early Gestalt psychologists (Koffka 1922; Wertheimer 1925) . For example, consider one colored dot versus a grouping of colored dots versus a whole painting in the classic pointillism style. A single painted dot might look ominous when seen alone, but it adds richness to a flower that is part of a still-life painting of a bouquet. Likewise, any one of the pure dots of color taken in isolation fails to convey the painting itself, but content and meaning emerge from the orchestration of numerous parts to construct a far richer perceptual whole. Second, Gestalt psychology also recognizes the importance of stimulus categorization, though more in terms of stimulus recognition. Consider figure-ground distinctions, according to which two designs might have similar features but differ in terms of which ones are made more prominent (the figure) and which are treated more as the background. A typical example is the so-called Rubin vase (named after Edgar Rubin, the Danish psychologist who studied such images), a vase-face, figure-ground reversal stimulus. On first sight, people might categorize the image as that of a white vase against a black background, whereas a closer look might reveal two human heads facing each other with contours of chins, lips, noses, and other facial features outlining the shape of the original vase.
Factors Underlying Holistic Package Designs
In addition to Gestalt psychology, recent design theory and empirical evidence suggest that consumers perceive "constitutive" elements (e.g., colors, textures, surfaces) and organize them into more complex components (Veryzer 1999) . Such a hierarchical processing explanation draws from studies on nonconscious preference formation (e.g., Kunst-Wilson and Zajonc 1980; Lewicki 1986 ) and from findings that more abstract, multidimensional design characteristics are determined by more basic and measurable design elements (Geistfeld, Sproles, and Badenhop 1977) . Design elements are combined into more complex (cognitive) components or factors of design, which are then aggregated during perception and convey particular characteristics (i.e., of a brand) to consumers. This interpretation is consistent with fluency-based attributions (Janiszewski and Meyvis 2001) and perceptions of beauty (e.g., Grammer and Thornhill 1994) .
Furthermore, categorization, classification, and type theories suggest that generic dimensions exist during the progression that occurs as initial design perception moves to interpretation. Common to those theories is their reference to the recognition of a particular class of objects without the ability to identify all its details and peculiarities (Berlyne 1971) as consumers try to understand a stimulus by placing it within an existing category (Loken and Ward 1990) . Thus, categorization is based on the perceived similarity between a given package and exemplars of various categories. A consumer first encountering a package may initially categorize the design as belonging to a particular category, but as perception becomes more complete and the object is more fully understood, the person moves past the generic design or category stage. Similarly, generic holistic package design may be understood in terms of Pepper's (1949) "type" concept. Type refers to an association of a certain set of traits in certain relationships, such that they are recognizable as a whole. Every generic design is defined by the association of a certain set of design factors and elements in certain relationships.
In addition to theoretical considerations, several empirical studies support the emergent part-to-whole perceptual properties of the design elements → generalizable factors → holistic designs sequence. For example, Henderson and Cote (1998) generate insights that assist managers in selecting or modifying logo designs to achieve corporate image goals. Categorizing almost 200 logos on the basis of 22 design elements, their analysis yielded seven underlying factors. Three of the seven factors were significant. The first factor, "natural," combines lower-level characteristics, such as representative and organic, and reflects the degree to which constitutive design elements depict commonly experienced objects. For example, a logo consisting of an image of a leaf would be judged to be more natural than one consisting of a building. The second factor, "harmony," combines symmetry and balance. A logo that uses design elements that are symmetric around both a horizontal and a vertical axis would be more harmonious than one that does not. The third factor, "elaborate," is a combination of design element complexity, activity, and depth. This factor captures the concept of design richness and the ability of the design elements to capture the essence of something. Examining logos in Asia, Henderson and colleagues (2003) find eight design characteristics captured by three underlying design dimensions. Labeled "elaborate," "harmony," and "natural," these factors are essentially identical to those of Henderson and Cote (1998) . Despite the different cultural contexts of the studies, only minor differences were observed between the factor compositions.
Extending the logo studies, Henderson, Giese, and Cote (2004) extract six factors from an extensive set of typefaces. Three "universal" factors were judged to be applicable to all design, and three factors were specific to typeface design. Their general factors resemble Henderson and Cote's (1998) findings, though they use different, practitionerspecified design elements. The first factor, "elaborateness," includes positive loadings for ornate, depth, distinctive, and meaningful and negative loadings for readable and common. The second factor, "harmony," includes balance, smoothness, symmetry, and uniformity. The third factor, "naturalness," includes positive loadings for active, curved, organic, and slant and a negative loading for typed.
Other studies have more narrowly focused on specific design elements, including color (Garber, Hyatt, and Starr 2000) , imagery (Underwood and Klein 2002) , shape (Folkes and Matta 2004; Yang and Raghubir 2005) , size (Folkes and Matta 2004; Wansink 1996) , proportions (Raghubir and Greenleaf 2006) , unity, and prototypicality (Veryzer and Hutchinson 1998 ), but they do not establish links to generic design factors. In summary, the literature reviewed reveals that package design should be studied from a holistic perspective-namely, in terms of higherorder design factors that differentiate generalizable holistic 66 / Journal of Marketing, May 2008 package designs. Translating basic design elements into higher-order factors and more understandable holistic designs, including the impressions they evoke with consumers, is critical in helping firms better understand package design and consumers' responses to it.
Package Design and Consumer Impressions
The design of a package elicits various responses from consumers (for a review, see Bloch 1995) . Different from previous work that addresses the aesthetic aspects of design (e.g., Hirschman 1986; Holbrook 1986; Veryzer and Hutchinson 1998) or focuses on global cognitive evaluations and their effects on consumer behavior (e.g., Folkes and Matta 2004; Garber, Burke, and Jones 2000; Rahgubir and Krishna 1993; Schoormans and Robben 1997) , our research focuses on generalizable consumer brand impressions inferred from package design.
The literature has documented numerous impressions generated by packages, and design has been repeatedly emphasized as an instrument for conveying meaning and generating brand impressions (Aaker 1991; Batra and Homer 2004; Schmitt and Simonson 1995) . Depending on the research context, these impressions are related to the terminology of designers (Forty 1992) , to brand management objectives (Underwood 2003) , or to consumer benefits (Batra and Homer 2004; Batra, Lehmann, and Singh 1993 Underwood and Ozanne 1998) . This perspective is consistent with current marketing thought that brand communications should convey a single, clear message that is difficult to misinterpret (Keller 1993; Underwood 2003) .
Brand personality has emerged as a key tool to capture and categorize facets of brands systematically in terms of generalizable impressions responses (Aaker 1997 (Aaker , 1999 Aaker, Benet-Martinez, and Garolera 2001; Aaker, Fournier, and Adam 2004) . Consumer researchers have given a considerable amount of attention to the concept, focusing on how brand personality enables consumers to express their actual self (Belk 1988; Sirgy 1982) , ideal self (Elliott and Wattanasuwan 1998) , or specific dimensions of the self through brand acquisition and use (Fournier 1998; McCracken 1986 ). In her seminal article, Aaker (1997) conceptualizes brand personality and explores the meaning of five basic dimensions: "sincerity," "excitement," "competence," "sophistication," and "ruggedness." Subsequent studies confirm the number and nature of these dimensions (Sweeney and Brandon 2006) . Managers also view brand personality as both a means of differentiating a brand (Vernadakis 2000) and a common denominator for marketing a brand across cultures (Aaker, Benet-Martinez, and Garolera 2001; Sung and Tinkham 2005) . Insights into the processes of personality inferences about brands further emphasize the role of design for brand personality impressions (Johar, Sengupta, and Aaker 2005) . Package designs are especially critical for impressions formed for new brands (Underwood and Klein 2002) . However, although the brand personality concept appears well suited to capture generalizable response dimensions, there are no guidelines on how a firm can develop holistic package designs for achieving desired brand personality impressions.
Research Goal
Brand package modifications typically set out from the impressions that management wants to communicate through the design. Designers are then charged with developing packages that are believed to evoke the desired impressions. However, the question remains whether designs developed through executive experience and intuition effectively generate desired responses. This research empirically investigates how firms can develop package designs for achieving desired responses.
Method
We apply methods previously used and accepted in marketing research on design (Henderson and Cote 1998; Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) . As do prior studies, we employed two-dimensional stimuli from a suitable product category for identifying design characteristics useful both within and outside the stimulus category. This method is not used just in design research; it is analogous to advertising studies using one exemplary stimulus to examine consumer responses and to derive more generalizable conclusions. The methodology involves (1) selecting a product category appropriate for the research question, (2) determining representative stimulus characteristics, (3) selecting stimuli for the research, (4) obtaining expert ratings of them, and (5) assessing consumer responses to the stimuli.
Product Category Selection
Four major concerns drive the selection of an appropriate example product. First, to ensure generalizable results, a branded product is required with package design elements commonly found in a wide variety of consumer goods. Second, the product should provide brand names that are unfamiliar to the sample population to avoid confounds with different levels of brand familiarity (Underwood and Klein 2002) . Third, a product is needed for which package design has a measurable impact on consumer impressions and purchase decisions. Fourth, and perhaps most important, there needs to be large variance in package designs in the selected category, permitting a meaningful assembly of actual stimuli.
On the basis of these criteria, we selected stimuli from the wine category for our research. Wine bottles contain a wide variety of design elements commonly found in other consumer goods, there is an opportunity to use brands largely unfamiliar to research participants, there is at least anecdotal evidence that wine package design influences consumer impressions, and the large variance in wine packages and brand personalities allows for a meaningful assembly of actual stimuli designs.
Representative Package Design Elements
Because our research aims to identify prototypical holistic package designs that are generalizable for many types of consumer goods, we obtained an initial list of design elements from previously reviewed literature. We expanded this list using trade and academic publications on wine brand management and package design (e.g., Caldewey and House 2003; Caputo 2005; Mackay 2005 ). Next, nine professional designers from multiple firms and with experience in a broad range of design tasks, including wine package design, listed primary differentiating elements of package design in general and of wine packages in particular. We integrated their feedback with the initial list, which resulted in a final list of 62 design elements. These elements were the basis for identifying holistic package designs and underlying factors.
Stimuli
To prepare the selection of stimuli, we asked each of the designers involved in the selection of elements to assemble a list of wine packages representative of the variance in the final design elements list (e.g., one package design with heavy typography, a second with light typography, a third with a small label, a fourth with a large label). Because consumers rely more on package design elements for inferring brand characteristics of unfamiliar brands than of familiar brands (Underwood and Klein 2002) , we reduced the expansive pool of wine packages to brands with little familiarity. We used additional input from a second set of professionals in the wine and design industries to select a total of 160 wine bottles that represented the full range of the 62 design elements. These package designs were purchased from various retail sources.
Stimuli for the subsequent data collection were produced by taking high-resolution digital images of the packages. Images were taken in a single session in a professional photo studio before a matte monochromatic background. To preserve size and proportion differences, the tallest bottle served as a calibration standard. All images were framed and taken with the object and camera in the same location; there was no variation in illumination, timing, or any other variable.
Expert Ratings of Package Design Elements
A third set of professional designers (N = 125) associated with different firms each rated a subset of no more than 12 of the 160 stimuli on half of the 62 design elements, using a seven-point semantic differential scale. This task took approximately 20 minutes. Digital images were posted on a Web site accessible only through a confidential login and password. Software was developed to assign 12 stimuli randomly to each designer. Each package was presented individually on the left-hand side of the screen, and the respondents scrolled through the semantic differential scales on the right. Participants controlled the amount of time for viewing and responding. To ensure similarity in appearance across different hardware settings, images were optimized for Internet Explorer. In all, the professionals provided 38,750 individual ratings (approximately 9 designers per stimulus). Descriptive results appear in Table 1 .
Relevant Consumer Impressions
Our literature review highlighted the importance of brand personality for brand differentiation and assessment of meaning (Aaker 1999; Fournier 1998; Johar, Sengupta, and Aaker 2005; Keller 2003; Sung and Tinkham 2005; Sweeney and Brandon 2006) . To ascertain whether the response dimensions were detailed but generalizable, we included ten more impression items from managerially oriented literature. These impressions were "high quality," "corporate," "everyday," "cheap," "feminine," "evokes happy memories," "healthy," "stylish," "will impress my friends," and "value for money" (Orth 2005; Orth, Wolf, and Dodds 2005) . For example, in many product categories, consumers may prefer small or family-owned companies over "corporate" brands. Others distinguish between brands for everyday consumption and those for special occasions (Quester and Smart 1998) . Consumers also buy brands that remind them of good times and to relive memories of happy vacations or a carefree childhood. To confirm the relevance of the selected impressions, we asked professionals in the design industry whether the impressions were meaningful and whether they could design packages for creating these impressions. The results confirmed our selection of design elements and brand impressions as inclusive, actionable, and generalizable.
Consumer Response to Package Designs
We used a consumer survey to measure impressions evoked by package design. To present stimuli uniformly and to expose consumers to the exact stimuli evaluated by designers, we replicated the Web-based computer task. We modified the software algorithm to randomly present 10 (rather than 12) stimuli accompanied by the scroll-down impressions items. We used a consumer panel maintained by a research university in the Pacific Northwest, and the sample was representative for that area. To increase motivation and involvement with the study tasks, respondents received $10 gift certificates. The overall response was 67,000 individual ratings from 268 respondents. On average, respondents were 41.4 years of age, 57% were female, and only a small fraction was students.
Analysis and Results
Data analysis followed procedures established in research on design (Henderson and Cote 1998; Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) , experimental aesthetics (Seifert 1992) , and language processing (Carpenter and Miyake 1995) . Unique to this approach, analyses are conducted at the stimulus level rather than at the individual level. To obtain a score for each stimulus on a specific variable, we averaged individual ratings of a package (i.e., designer ratings and consumer responses). We conducted all remaining analyses using these averaged scores. Thus, the unit of analysis is the package design, and the sample size for each analysis is the number of different designs (i.e., the 160 stimuli). The mean brand familiarity score across all stimuli indicated that consumers were not familiar with the brands (M = 1.74, SD = .73; scale ranged from 1 = "not at all familiar" to 7 = "very much familiar").
Prototypical Holistic Package Designs
The first analytical step identified holistic package designs on the basis of similarities of the stimuli's 62 design elements. Because the combination of design elements drives holistic package design rather than any single element, we employed cluster analysis for this procedure (Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) . We determined the number of clusters by examining the average distance between clusters and comparing this with the within-cluster distances. In addition, we avoided creating clusters with too few package designs. Five clusters appeared to best describe the data. We acknowledge that other design types or classifications exist, but we focus on more common types, consistent with the study's goal of identifying prototypical package designs and relating them to generalizable brand impressions.
In the second step, we performed exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with Varimax rotation for identifying design factors that are instrumental in differentiating the five holistic design clusters. On the basis of theory and previous research (Henderson and Cote 1998; Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) , we split design elements into two groups, one that included elements consistent with previously identified universal design factors (i.e., elaborate, harmony, and natural) and one that included all others. To extend previous research and advance design research across stimuli, we analyzed the two groups of design elements separately to ensure that we identified and linked generalizable dimensions to responses.
The factor analysis of the universal design factors group revealed three dimensions that explained 78.9% of the variance (see Table 2 ). The first factor, natural, included color scheme naturalness, organic versus geometric typography, bottle glass color naturalness, and images of nature, including landscapes, plants, and vines. The second factor, harmony, included image contrast, typography uniformity, color scheme harmony, image resolution, and brand namelogo contrast. The third factor, elaborate, included label degree of structure, amount of detail (image and label), typography elaboration, quantity of text, single versus multiple labels, label elaboration, and rounded versus angular label shape. The resultant design factors are similar to Henderson, Giese, and Cote's (2004) findings, though we used package design elements that industry professionals specified. A subsequent confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) confirmed the appropriateness of the factor structure (comparative fit index [CFI] = .891).
Factor analysis of the second group of design elements uncovered five additional dimensions that explained 69.2% of the variance (see Table 2 ). "Size" comprised label size, brand name/logo size, image size, label coverage, and horizontal versus vertical orientation of the label. "Symmetry" comprised label and bottle symmetry, as well as bottle silhouette, label material, and bottle color. Although it might appear that symmetry and harmony tap the same dimension, they were correlated at only .158. "Compressed" comprised label position, brand name/logo location, bottle neck length, and condensed versus extended typography. It correlated with symmetry at only .181. "Flourish" comprised the presence of lips, awards, closures, capsules, varietal names, adornments, reliefs, and neck labels, as well as typography flourishness. The appearance that flourish and elaborate would tap the same dimension is contradicted by a weak correlation at only .171. The final factor, "weight," comprised typography weight, bottle heft, girth, sides, and bottle body. These dimensions are also similar to design factors and intermediate design characteristics established in previous studies. In particular, the factors flourish and weight (Henderson and Cote 1998; Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) , size (Folkes and Matta 2004; Wansink 1996) , and compressed (Henderson and Cote 1998; Raghubir and Greenleaf 2006) appear in prior research. However, our results do not replicate the shared properties of symmetry and elaborate. Again, a CFA confirmed the appropriateness of the factor structure (CFI = .803). Because orthogonal factor scores could be created, we used the EFA results for subsequent examinations of the relationships between design and response.
To determine which design factors significantly differentiated clusters, we used analysis of variance. In addition, we performed t-tests to determine what cluster-specific factor scores were significantly smaller or greater than the mean score across all clusters. Table 3 presents the results of these analyses, including example packages.
The first cluster, labeled "massive," comprises 25 of the 160 package designs. Design factors that differentiate this holistic package design from others include above-average size, weight, and compressions and below-average natural, elaborate, and flourish. These factors capture broader groupings of design elements that characterize the holistic design type as one that can be best described as massive or robust. Exemplary package designs include House Wine, Meditrina, and Wine by Joe. The second cluster, "contrasting," is the smallest group in the sample, comprising 17 package designs. Differentiating factors include belowaverage harmony, natural, flourish, and compressed. These factors characterize the holistic package design as one that stands in stark contrast to the harmony factor identified in previous research. Exemplary contrasting designs include the "critter labels" Yellow Tail and Bear Crossing and other irregular designs, such as Ferngrove. The third cluster, "natural," is the largest group in the sample, comprising 45 Examples Notes: The superscript "+" indicates that the cluster mean scores were significantly greater (p < .01) than the pooled mean, and the superscript "-" indicates that the cluster means were significantly smaller than the pooled mean.
TABLE 3 Holistic Package Designs and Differentiating Factors
package designs. Differentiation is achieved through aboveaverage natural, harmony, elaborate, symmetry, and flourish. Overall, this holistic design can be described as natural, representative, or archetypical. Typical examples include "old-world" package designs, such as Chateau Lagarenne, but also packages from "new-world" companies, such as Chateau Ste. Michelle and The Pines. The fourth cluster, "delicate," comprises 32 package designs. Factors differentiating this holistic cluster from others include aboveaverage elaborate and flourish and below-average natural, harmony, size, weight, and compressed. Overall, this prototypical holistic design can be described as muted, sleek, and delicate. Typical package designs in this group include Travaglini, Mystic Wines, and Prinz von Hessen. The final cluster, "nondescript," comprises 33 package designs. Prominent within this holistic package design is the scarcity of outstanding design characteristics. Below-average natural and elaborate and above-average symmetry differentiate this design type from others. The main difference from the "delicate" cluster lies in the combination of design elements and factors producing little differentiation rather than distinctly delicate images. Package designs within this group can be described as simple, clean, discrete, and transparent. Typical package designs include Bierzo, Fusee, and Saint M.
Brand Impressions Responses
Brand personality data were analyzed through a CFA to capture generalizable response dimensions (Aaker 1997 ). The analysis produced five factors that corresponded to Aaker's sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication, and ruggedness dimensions. The model fits the data reasonably well (CFI = .93), and all factor loadings were acceptably high (>.70). On the basis of these results, we used five brand personality dimensions to capture generalizable impression responses. Table 4 shows descriptive results and example designs. For example, Temptress received the lowest score on sincerity, and Sawtooth scored the highest on this dimension. Similarly, Bierzo generated the lowest on excitement, and Siskiyou's Sideways generated the highest.
It might be argued that the information collected on ten additional brand impressions was more wine specific; however, these responses are desirable for many products and assist in differentiating not only food and beverage packages but also products and packages such as fragrances, watches, and MP3 players. Because the goal of this research is to show that prototypical holistic package designs are related to generalizable response dimensions, we examined the relationships between brand personality dimensions and the managerially oriented brand impressions.
First, an EFA generated four managerially based impressions that loaded onto two factors, explaining 70.1% of the variance. Labeled "prestige," the first factor comprised stylish and impressive. The second factor, "inexpensive," comprised everyday and cheap. We averaged item scores for these factors, which resulted in a reduction of the original ten managerially based impressions to eight.
Second, we performed five stepwise hierarchical regression analyses with the managerially based impressions as predictor variables, one each for the five brand personality dimensions. The results indicate hierarchical relationships between brand personality dimensions and managerially based impressions. They also indicate that much of the information captured by the managerially based impressions is represented in the brand personality dimensions. Overall, percentages of variance explained ranged from .31 (ruggedness) to .88 (sophistication). For example, ruggedness (F = 23.22) is a function of feminine (-.60), evokes happy memories (.41), and inexpensive (.26). Sophistication (F = 185.12) is a function of quality (.42), prestige (.38), feminine (.18), inexpensive (-.16), and healthy (.10). Although these findings indicate that the five brand personality dimensions may sufficiently represent the desired generalizable response dimensions, we decided to include the eight managerially based impressions in further analyses because (1) retaining additional impressions that are based on managerial language and thinking provides more detailed insight into responses generated through package designs and (2) it preserves the richness of the data, considering that not all variance in the data is explained by the hierarchical relationships between brand personality dimensions and managerially based impressions. In addition, responses such as high quality, corporate, healthy, and value for money are desirable across many product categories and thus provide more generalizable insights.
Relationships Between Holistic Package Designs and Generalizable Response Dimensions
To show that generic holistic designs are associated with generalizable responses, we performed an analysis of variance. We found differences in consumer responses to the holistic package designs for both brand personality and managerially based impressions (Table 5) .
Massive package designs are associated with impressions of excitement and score low on competence and sophistication. Sincerity and ruggedness are only average. Consumers further perceive brands with massive packages as low in quality, inexpensive, less healthy, and not classy. Contrasting package designs score high on excitement, low on competence and sophistication, and average on sincerity. In contrast to massive designs, contrasting packages lead to stronger impressions of ruggedness. Other differentiating impressions include low quality, not feminine, and inexpensive. Natural designs generate impressions of sincerity, competence, and sophistication; they score low on excitement and average on ruggedness. Natural designs are perceived as high quality, feminine, healthy, and expensive but a good value for money, and they evoke happy memories. Delicate package designs score high on competence and sophistication, whereas sincerity, excitement, and ruggedness responses are only average. Delicate designs further generate impressions of high quality, classy, and expensive. Finally, nondescript designs score low on sincerity, excitement, and ruggedness and average on competence and sophistication. These designs further generate impressions of corporate and little value for money and do not evoke happy memories.
Discussion of Findings
In previous research stages, we identified prototypical holistic package designs and their relationships to general- analysis generated five holistic designs differentiated by design factors that were rooted in unique combinations of package design elements. To capture the type of holistic design, we labeled these groups as massive, contrasting, natural, delicate, and nondescript. An analysis of variance linked the prototypical holistic package designs to generic consumer responses. Overall, the results provide the desired empirical support for holistic package designs rooted in unique combinations of design factors. They further indicate that package design conveys a strategically valued set of brand impressions, analogous to how consumers infer impressions from endorsers, advertising, and pricing. Associations between types of designs and the resultant generic brand impressions are distinctive, highlighting the holistic designs that firms, managers, and designers should consider for achieving specific responses. However, because it could be argued that our core findings apply only to the example product category, we extend the research to generate additional evidence for the generalizability of our findings.
An Extension Beyond the Wine Product Category
To provide evidence that our research can be applied outside the wine category, we replicated core parts of the original approach with fragrances. We selected this product category because (1) it meets the original requirements for this type of research (i.e., package design elements common to many other categories, availability of unfamiliar brands, package design creating impressions and driving consumer choice, and large variance in designs and brand personalities), and (2) compared with wine, there are obvious differences in the product category. Thus, a meaningful extension of the research in the fragrances category will support the existence of key types of holistic package design and their systematic relationships to generalizable brand impressions.
Stimuli and Evaluations
In contrast to the original procedure, we did not identify individual package design elements and assemble a pool of representative designs. Instead, we obtained a comprehensive list of fragrances (eaux de toilettes) from a leading national retailer. From this list of 446 designs, we obtained a sample by randomly selecting 120 packages. Stimuli consisted of standardized high-resolution digital images provided by the retailer. We integrated these images into a PowerPoint presentation for uniform display to ten professional designers who had not participated in any of the previous studies. The designers were paid to categorize each stimulus using the five holistic package design types. They were briefed to ensure that they understood the factors and elements underlying each holistic design (see Table 2 ), and they were asked to consider all options carefully before making a decision. If they were unable to assign a design to any of the five categories (i.e., massive, contrasting, natural, delicate, and nondescript), they were instructed to assign it to a sixth "too hard/no good fit" category. On average, this task took the designers just over one hour for the initial rating. In addition, each professional reevaluated the resultant categorizations one more time three days later to ensure the reliability of the ratings.
Overall, the designers found the holistic design types to be useful and appropriate for categorizing fragrances. With 74 stimuli (61.7%), all ten designers unanimously agreed on the appropriate category; contrasting designs represented the largest group (30.0%) and natural designs represented the smallest group (10.0%) in the sample. In 17 cases in which at least one designer disagreed, the design was assigned to the category agreed on by the majority of judges. Because the designers could easily assign all stimuli to one or the other holistic type, we retained all stimuli for further analyses.
To measure design-evoked impressions, we conducted a survey with a convenience sample of consumers who had not participated in the previous studies. Panel members were invited and paid to view the stimuli the designers evaluated. As previously, participants controlled the speed of viewing and completed the 15-item brand personality scale and a measure of brand familiarity. Overall, we obtained 17,460 usable impressions ratings from 108 respondents.
Analyses and Results
In our analyses of the fragrances data, we replicated the procedures applied to the wine data. The unit of analyses was the individual package designs (N = 120), and the variables included 15 brand personality items (obtained from consumers) and the type of holistic design (obtained from professionals). In a few cases, average scores for the responses were based on only nine individual ratings because of data discarded as a result of consumer high familiarity with the brand. As previously, we analyzed brand personality data through CFA, producing five factors in line with Aaker's (1997) scale (CFI = .94). On the basis of these results, we averaged item scores to produce five universal brand personality dimensions. To assess the relationships between holistic package designs and the generalizable responses captured by the brand personality dimensions, we employed an analysis of variance. Table 6 shows significant differences in all response dimensions, as generated by the holistic design types; it also shows some examples. For fragrances, massive packages are associated with below-average impressions of excitement and sophistication and above-average ruggedness. Contrasting packages generate impressions of excitement along with high ruggedness and low competence. Natural designs appear sincere and sophisticated. Delicate designs are associated with competence, sophistication, and low ruggedness. Nondescript designs are associated with low sincerity, low excitement, and low ruggedness.
General Discussion Managerial Implications: Guidelines for Developing and Modifying Package Designs
Note that the five types of holistic package designs may not be exhaustive (all inclusive), and other sources may exist for stimulating more specific brand impressions. However, Notes: Values in bold distinguish the cluster in terms of emphasizing that dimension score to be significantly (p < .05) greater or smaller than the sample mean. Within each dimension, identical superscripts identify pairs of designs that score significantly (p < .05) different on this factor on the basis of a Scheffé post hoc test. analogous to how the brand personality concept assists firms in brand positioning and differentiation, our holistic design types assist companies in more confidently using package design for conveying brand impressions. First, managers can better communicate their package design needs using the taxonomy of the five types of holistic designs. Given the myriad design elements relevant in different contexts and settings and considering that few managers have design experience, it appears particularly useful that packages can be described by five holistic design types that plausibly exist for a wide range of products. Table 7 offers potential examples for massive, contrasting, natural, delicate, and nondescript package designs for varying product categories, including cereal, detergents, soft drinks, soups, and tea. Extending our research from packages to products, Table 7 also offers product design examples from other categories. We show prototypical designs for eyewear, casual shoes, MP3 players, and watches. In any case, the ability to describe design using a taxonomy of understandable holistic types is important because it enables managers to communicate better with designers. It provides the shared vocabulary, associations, and conventions that are so eloquently called for in previous research (McCracken 1986; Mick 1986) .
Second, because our research shows that holistic package designs vary greatly in the generic response dimensions they create, companies can more accurately create brand personality impressions using holistic designs. Ultimately, design-evoked impressions should translate into gains in brand strength and equity. Initially, managers need to determine which impressions are desirable for their brand. Appropriate designs can then be created to achieve these desired responses. Our findings provide guidance on this issue by establishing systematic relationships between types of holistic package designs and generic response dimensions. Across most comparisons in Tables 5 and 6 , the pattern of elicited responses (i.e., whether a design type generates below-average, above-average, or just average impressions) varied for fragrances and wine, thus indicating product category effects analogous to category-specific differences in types of brand personalities. A rugged wine brand is clearly related to impressions other than those for a rugged brand of fragrances. However, several designresponse relationships appear to be robust across product categories. For example, massive designs are associated with low sophistication and average sincerity; contrasting designs generate high excitement, high ruggedness, low competence, and average sincerity; and natural designs convey sincerity and sophistication but only average ruggedness. Accordingly, managers interested in sincerity may want to consider natural designs because these tend to rate high on sincerity, though such designs do not guarantee perceived sincerity (e.g., if done poorly, if they interact negatively with some product categories), and there may be other, more specific means of stimulating perceived sincerity, such as a photo of the company's founder or family members. Given the occasional design-message variance, in some circumstances, the brand personality dimension communicated by a given holistic design might vary across product categories, even though the message is likely to be constant in most cases. Given consumer systematic responses to holistic designs, marketers should adopt a proactive approach and consider how they want consumers to perceive a brand. Rather than leaving impressions to chance, research with target consumers using preproduction package prototypes or illustrations can then determine whether a design will actually evoke the desired impressions.
Third, despite the previously discussed trade-offs in impressions evoked by a holistic design type, designers have flexibility in creating appropriate packages. Our findings that holistic designs are characterized by generalizable design factors that, in turn, are rooted in specific design elements enable designers to achieve managerial objectives through various means, allowing them significant latitude for creativity. For example, Tables 3 and 4 show that a design could be massive because it has large, vertically oriented labels; large logos and images; and expansive surface areas. A wine package does not need to have all these characteristics to be perceived as massive, meaning that designers and managers have considerable leeway in how they accomplish such a holistic package design.
Finally, our findings indicate that holistic designs are useful in identifying visual competitors; packages within a holistic design type appear similar to consumers. Thus, managerial insight into which design group a firm's package and competing packages fall will improve brand positioning and package design selection. Related to the question of differentiating versus copying brands, prior research shows that clusters of similar alternatives commonly increase choice of alternatives of this type, according to what is called (positive) cluster effects or (negative) lonealternative effects (Glazer, Kahn, and Moore 1991; Sivakumar 1995) . Under some circumstances, however, cluster effects are negative (Brenner, Rottenstreich, and Sood 1999) . Sood, Rottenstreich, and Brenner (2004) reconcile the effects by showing that cluster effects are positive when a person simply chooses an alternative from the available set but are negative when a person first chooses his or her preferred option within the clustered set and then chooses between that alternative and the otherwise lone alternative. Accordingly, clusters of similar package designs (visual competitors) might produce a general negative cluster effect and/or a positive lone-alternative effect, such that products perceived as being the same on substantive dimensions but offer unique designs are more likely to be chosen because of their unique packages (i.e., uniqueness on brand product features might be more of a general negative than uniqueness on design dimensions).
Theoretical Implications
By identifying prototypical holistic package designs and their underlying design factors and by establishing relationships between design types and generic response dimensions, this research makes several contributions to the literature on design and brand management. First, in line with Gestalt psychology, design processing theory, and empirical research on package design elements, we confirm that design elements are perceived as and organized into more complex design dimensions. The existence of such general- izable design factors that capture the essence of underlying design characteristics has been postulated in design processing theories (Geistfeld, Sproles, and Badenhop 1977; Veryzer 1999 ) and has been empirically verified in studies on selected package design elements, such as logos and typeface (Henderson and Cote 1998; Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) . However, our study is the first to assemble a universe of package design elements systematically and to trace how prototypical holistic package designs are rooted in generalizable design factors consisting of these elements. Second, this research extends prior theorizing and empirical work by identifying not only factors of design but also holistic package designs as key types of visual stimuli representing generic classes or categories. The concept of holistic package design is important from the perspectives of both Gestalt psychology (Wertheimer 1925 ) and perceptual fluency (Janiszewski and Meyvis 2001) . In addition, we add a new perspective to the discussion on part-whole distinctions. A person may comprehend the form of a package as a complete entity or as a collection of shapes, colors, typography, images, and add-ons. Durgee (1988) suggests that reactions to forms are based on atomistic perceptions. Accordingly, consumers might attend to individual design elements and the fit among them. Complex designs and those with conflicting elements tend to elicit the most elaborate cognitive processing (Schoormans and Robben 1997) . For example, seeing the contrasting design of a Scion xB might inspire consumers to try to understand which characteristics might be present in this car, which is sharp edged and different from most other cars. Although our research does not actually demonstrate the independence of part-whole perception, it suggests that the role of Gestalt processing is important in how consumers perceive and respond to package designs. The package may first be perceived as a whole, and if the initial evaluation of the holistic design warrants further processing, individual design elements may become salient. Thus, a consumer encountering an Apple iPod might first consider the object in its entirety. Consumers who find the design sufficiently engaging might further attempt to analyze the appearance of the MP3 player. They might then process specific design elements, such as silhouette, scale, color scheme, and proportions, individually when contemplating the design.
Finally, the evidence we present strongly argues for the importance of examining package design as a means for generating brand impressions. To date, anecdotal evidence suggests that designers choose visual elements to generate brand associations, and the literature has documented fragmented evidence for several specific impressions generated by a particular package (Batra and Homer 2004; Forty 1992; Underwood 2003) . Our research advances theory by demonstrating that prototypical holistic designs are systematically related to generalizable response dimensions. We are not aware of any study that has attempted to examine this issue of relationships between holistic package design and generic responses, probably because of the complexity involved. Although our results support the links identified in existing research, they also highlight the limitations of underlying theories. In particular, none of the current design theories are fully supported by our results because they do not extend beyond the identification of specific design elements or factors as contributors to brand impressions. No aesthetics or design theory considers more than one of the dimensions of design, and none address the importance of holistic design types. These theories also do not consider generalizable responses. As our results show, the influence of specific design elements and factors varies by holistic type. This implies a more complex relationship between design and responses than previously reported. Thus, no existing theory appears to be adequate for explaining relationships between design dimensions and consumer responses. Consistent with prior work (Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) , this recognition is especially important because most marketing research is theory driven, but empirical results suggest that there is no good theory when it comes to aesthetics.
Study Limitations and Further Research
Although our research offers valuable implications for researchers and practitioners, it also has limitations that merit attention. Most important, we examine two types of products: wines and fragrances. Studying design is intrinsically difficult because important design elements and dimensions depend to some extent on the product and context being studied. It cannot be excluded that effect sizes change for products with vastly different package designs (e.g., packages of toothpaste or mouthwash may be more important in the purchase decision than a shoe box) or that differences occur as a result of different relative saliencies of brand impressions (e.g., the role of functional, symbolic, and experiential benefits in brand choice). However, prior research has identified generalizable design elements, factors, and relationships to responses that extend beyond a specific context (Henderson and Cote 1998; Henderson et al. 2003; Henderson, Giese, and Cote 2004) . We addressed this context limitation throughout the article, specifically by showing that generalizable holistic package designs are related to generalizable response dimensions. The products chosen for our research might reduce effect sizes and impose limitations on how far the guidelines can be extended. However, these limitations should not be more significant than they are in any other study in which consumer responses are examined with a few examples and conclusions are extended to many types of products (e.g., when a single product is used for examining advertising elements).
Along similar lines, external validity concerns require more attention. Although our study improves on prior research through use of a controlled environment and consumer samples, a better understanding of how the focal variables interact with other variables is necessary. Findings from our single-country setting and a specific set of consumers may vary as a result of cultural context (Henderson et al. 2003 ) and centrality of visual stimulation versus other senses (Bloch, Brunel, and Arnold 2003) . First, our research employed a sample of U.S. consumers. Although the sample was diverse in terms of ethnicity, age, and socioeconomic status, employing a sample with a different cultural background may result in different outcomes. Prior research has established that cultural dimensions influence the way people perceive and respond to different forms of design, particularly the brand impressions formed on the basis of the package (Aaker, Benet-Martinez, and Garolera 2001) . Thus, a person's cultural background may influence the responses generated by a holistic package design, as well as other responses relevant to marketers.
Second, further research is needed to improve the understanding of a design's influence on consumer responses. Following approaches established in experimental aesthetics (Seifert 1992) , we conducted analyses at the stimulus level rather than at the consumer level. Future studies could apply and extend the findings to include personality traits, particularly Bloch, Brunel, and Arnold's (2003) centrality of visual product aesthetics (CVPA). Thus, consumer segments could be identified according to their level of response to package design. Additional research is needed to determine the impact of CVPA on the extent of impression transfer from package to brand and its impact on the various responses and behaviors studied in marketing. Follow-up studies could replicate the analyses for groups of people who score either low or high on the CVPA scale. It is possible that individual differences occur in responses to holistic package designs and, consequently, differences in impressions evoked.
Third, several of the design elements and dimensions we included in this study not only influence brand impressions but simultaneously affect processing fluency (Reber, Schwarz, and Winkielman 2004) , thus influencing brand recognition and recall (Janiszweski and Meyvis 2001).
Future studies could determine the relationships between design-related processing fluency and brand impressions to develop guidelines for creating package designs that not only evoke generalizable brand impressions but also are high in visual fluency, thus aiding brand recognition and recall during consumer purchase processes.
Finally, the notion that design adds value to products implies that some consumers may be willing to pay a price premium for appealing designs (Bloch 1995; Borja de Mozota 2003) . Brand impressions such as value for money, inexpensive, prestigious, and high quality appear to be closely related to perceptions of monetary value. Given previous findings that consumers develop price expectations for a product and then use this price to evaluate the product (Jun, MacInnis, and Park 2005) , further research could investigate how package design influences consumer price perceptions. Specifically, information on which design dimensions contribute to price discrepancies (upward or downward differences between the prices consumers expect to pay versus the actual price) would help marketers better match design-evoked price expectations to actual prices, thus avoiding unfavorable expectation-disconfirmation effects.
In summary, this research speaks widely to the diverse community involved in package design, execution, and consumption. Although our findings might raise a new set of questions, we believe that meaningful answers have been provided, benefiting both future design activities and research.
